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law profession. On this measure, Mr. Estrada 
fails to convince us that he would contribute 
under-represented perspectives to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit. 

As stated by Mr. Estrada during his meet-
ing with us, he has never provided any pro 
bono legal expertise to the Latino commu-
nity or organizations. Nor has he ever joined, 
supported, volunteered for or participated in 
events of any organization dedicated to serv-
ing and advancing the Latino community. As 
an attorney working in government and the 
private sector, he has never made efforts to 
open doors of opportunity to Latino law stu-
dents or junior lawyers through internships, 
mentoring or other means. While he has not 
been in the position to create internships or 
recruit new staff, he never appealed to his 
superiors about the importance of making 
such efforts on behalf of Latinos. Further-
more, Mr. Estrada declined to commit that 
he would be engaged in Hispanic community 
activities once appointed to the bench or 
that he would pro-actively seek to promote 
increased access to positions where Latinos 
have been traditionally under-represented, 
such as clerkships.

Mr. Estrada shared with us that he be-
lieves being Hispanic would be irrelevant in 
his day-to-day duties on the court, which 
leads us to conclude that he does not see 
himself as being capable of bringing new per-
spectives to the bench. This is deeply trou-
bling since the CHC’s primary objective in 
increasing ethnic diversity of the courts is to 
increase the presence of under-represented 
perspectives. 

Mr. Estrada’s limited record makes it dif-
ficult to determine whether he would be a 
forceful voice on the bench for advancing 
civil rights and other protections for minori-
ties. He has never served as a judge and has 
not written any substantive articles or pub-
lications. However, we did note that in re-
sponding to inquiries about case law, Mr. 
Estrada did not demonstrate a sense of in-
herent ‘‘unfairness’’ or ‘‘justice’’ in cases 
that have had a great impact on the Hispanic 
community. 

The appointment of a Latino to reflect di-
versity is rendered meaningless unless the 
nominee can demonstrate an understanding 
of the historical role courts have played in 
the lives of minorities in extending equal 
protections and rights; has some involve-
ment in the Latino community that provides 
insight into the values and mores of the 
Latino culture in order to understand the 
unique legal challenges facing Latinos; and 
recognizes both the role model responsibil-
ities he or she assumes as well as having an 
appreciation for protecting and promoting 
the legal rights of minorities who histori-
cally have been the victims of discrimina-
tion. 

Based on the totality of the nominee’s 
available record and our meeting with him, 
Miguel Estrada fails to meet the CHC’s cri-
teria for endorsing a judicial nominee. In our 
opinion, his lack of judicial experience cou-
pled with a failure to recognize or display an 
interest in the needs of the Hispanic commu-
nity do not support an appointment to the 
federal judiciary. We respectfully urge you 
to take this into account as you consider his 
nomination to the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

Sincerely, 
SILVESTRE REYES, 

Chair, Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus. 

CHARLES A. GONZALEZ, 
Chair, CHC Civil 

Rights Task Force.

Mr. REID. And I say that the final 
two sentences of this letter be read:

In our opinion, his lack of judicial experi-
ence coupled with a failure to recognize or 

display an interest in the needs of the His-
panic community do not support an appoint-
ment to the federal judiciary.

The Hispanic caucus unanimously op-
posed the nomination. 

Mr. HATCH. I cannot let that go. If 
they are saying because he lacks judi-
cial experience he should not be on the 
court—which is what it appears to me 
they are saying—they are just con-
demning almost every nonjudge His-
panic to never have a chance to be a 
Federal district or circuit court of ap-
peals judge. That is ridiculous. Every 
Democrat President I have served 
with—President Carter and President 
Clinton—have appointed a wide variety 
of people who never served on the 
bench but who are highly qualified and 
are doing a good job as judges now. 

It may be helpful to have some judi-
cial experience, but not having judicial 
experience does not mean you cannot 
serve. If that were the case, some of 
the greatest judges in the history of 
the world would never have had a 
chance. 

But if you interpret what they say, 
that means that any Hispanic who has 
not had judicial experience really 
should not be supported. That is ridicu-
lous. That is caving in to the liberal 
special interest groups in this town 
with which they continually spend 
time, and is to the detriment of the 
Hispanic community. I say that as a 
chairman of the Republican senatorial 
Hispanic task force who has worked for 
the last 13 years to try to solve these 
problems. 

I don’t take second seat to anyone 
with regard to my love for the Hispanic 
community or my work on their be-
half. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. HATCH. We have had enough de-
bate. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

TRIBUTE TO DANNY PELHAM 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on 
Monday, I had the chance to visit with 
Danny Pelham. He came to my office, 
and we reflected on his nearly 35 years 
of service to the Senate. 

As he walked out, I heard a member 
of my staff say: ‘‘There goes the wisest 
man I know.’’ I couldn’t agree more. 

Danny arrived in the Senate on 
March 25, 1968. In his time here, he has 
seen the making of Senate history, and 
American history, and he has seen 237 
Senators come and go. 

Through it all, Daniel Pehlam con-
ducted himself with utter fairness, 

thoroughness, and discretion. It makes 
sense that—in his off hours—he is a 
basketball official. 

For 35 years, he has walked the halls 
of power, but he never let it distort his 
perspective, or his sense of what is 
truly important. If you have ever seen 
him with his grandson Corey, or heard 
him talk about his wife Phyllis, you 
begin to understand that. 

Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote: ‘‘we put 
our love where we have put our labor.’’ 
For 35 years, Danny labored for—and 
loved—the Senate. It is fitting that we 
adopt this resolution expressing our 
appreciation—and love—for Danny 
Pelham.

f 

MEDICAID REFORM 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
want to speak for just a few minutes on 
the Senate floor about the proposal 
made last Friday by the Bush adminis-
tration regarding Medicaid. The pro-
posal was a disturbing one, in my view. 
It was to reform the Medicaid program 
by shifting to a block grant to the 
States. That is a recycled proposal, one 
we have seen before. It was touted, 
when described last Friday, as giving 
the States flexibility. It would give 
them flexibility. 

It would give them flexibility to drop 
benefits to low-income children, to 
drop benefits to pregnant women, to 
people with disabilities, and to the el-
derly. And it would give them flexi-
bility to dramatically increase the cost 
sharing for those vulnerable popu-
lations. With over 41 million Ameri-
cans who are currently uninsured, in 
my view, we should be trying to find 
ways to expand health coverage rather 
than finding new ways to reduce it. 

Unfortunately, the proposal allows 
States to continue Medicaid as it is or 
to convert the program into a block 
grant. This was tried in 1981 and again 
in 1996. The administration would en-
courage States to take the latter op-
tion; that is, to move to receipt of a 
block grant by encouragement of being 
temporarily offered increased dollars. 
That would be coupled with this offer 
of added flexibility to be able to reduce 
the benefits for their Medicaid bene-
ficiaries and increase the costs being 
charged to those low-income and vul-
nerable populations. Secretary Thomp-
son notes the proposal would clearly 
save the States money. This would 
only happen if the States decided to do 
what would almost certainly occur; 
that is, to cut benefits and increase 
cost sharing. 

Also, this proposal takes the Federal 
Government off the hook for helping 
States address their uninsured prob-
lems because under the proposal there 
would be no additional Federal money 
available to States if they attempted 
to expand coverage in the future. In 
order to expand coverage, the only op-
tion States would have would be to es-
sentially rob Peter to pay Paul. In 
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